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INTRODUCTION 


Should the family allowance be paid to all families 
with children, regardless of their income? Or should the 
federal government change the program so that it serves only 


families that really need the money? 


This issue arose last autumn, when Cabinet was said 
to be considering the option of an end to universal family 
allowances as a way of freeing up funds for job creation programs. 
No decision has been announced so far to abandon the principle 
of payment to all. However supporters of universal family 
allowances fear that the program will remain a tempting target 
for cuts during the current period of restraint in government 


spending. 


There is nothing new in the suggestion that well-off 
families should be denied the family allowance. The argument 
appeared as long ago as 1929, when a proposal for family allow- 
ances was first studied by a committee of Parliament. It came 
up again during the Second World War, when Ottawa enacted a 
universal family allowance program over the objections of those 
who attacked the measure as a waste of money that would better 
be spent on the poor. Criticisms of universal payment have 
resurfaced periodically since the first cheques were mailed 


out to all families with children aneJuly of Pe 


The purpose of this report: as, tomrespond to; the Minister 


On Financets cakl toma “rationals discussion sand: caneftul 


examination of the issues" involved in the family allowances 
denare.- The first part gives the facts which Canadians need 
to understand family allowances and the other federal child 
benefit programs. The second chapter presents the arguments 
for and against universal family allowances. The report ends 


with a proposal to reform the child benefits system. 


THE PACTS 


The family allowance is the best known federal cash 
benefit for families with children. However there are two 
othes; progmams.>. the child tax, credit and, the..children's tax 
exemption - that also deliver income supplements to large 


numbers of Canadian parents. 


The following pages explain how the programs operate, 
how much they cost and whom they benefit. We also assess the 
impact of the three child benefits added together. 


Family Allowances 


The federal government introduced family allowances 
in-1945. In 1983, the program pays families $28.52 a month on 
behalf of each child under the age of 18. Normally the family 


allowance cheque is made out to the mother. 


A province can vary the federal family allowance 
according to the sage land/ortnumber of “children in*a* family, 
provided no monthly. allowance is less than 60 percent of the 
national rate and the average: monthly payment for all children 
is the same as the monthly national rate. Only two provinces 
have chosen this option. In Alberta, family allowances vary 
according to children's ages; the 1983 monthly rates are $22.10 
for Youngsters 6 sand under, $2/.10efor those 7 to 11, 336.40 
for 12 to 15 year-olds, esndgs40) 80efor those aged 16 or, 7. 


Quebec gears its federal family allowance payments to the number 


of children in a family; the 1983 benefits are $17.12 a month 
for the first child, $27.19 forthe second, and $66.18 forthe 
third and each additional child. These amounts are increased 


3 
by $7.13 a month for every child between the ages of 12 and™17- 


Family allowances benefit more Canadians than any 
other social program. Each month this year, Ottawa will mail 
out 3.6 million cheques to families across Canada on behalf 


Oto.) MhieLion cha laren: 


Table 1 shows that close to six in ten Canadian families 
benefit from the family allowance program. ” The’ proportiron! or 
families receiving benefits is significantly higher than the 
national average in Atlantic Canada, Alberta, the Yukon and the 
Northwest Territories, lower in Ontario and British Columbia, 
and close to average in Quebec, Manitoba and Saskatchewan. 
However even in British Columbia, with the lowest figure of all, 


over half of all families get family allowances. 


Family allowances have been indexed to the cost of 
living since 1974. Each January, the family allowance rate 
is raised to take into account the increase in the Consumer 
Price Index during the twelve months ending the previous October. 
However, aS one of the restraint measures of the June 1982 
budget, Ottawa is limiting family allowance increases to 6 per- 


cent in 1983 and 5 percent in 19e4er 


Family allowance payments will total $2.2 billion “uring 
the 1982-83 fiscal year. The cost to administer this arge 
social program is relatively modest - $17.7 million, which 
amounts to less than 1 percent of total payments. Because 


family allowances are taxable, the federal and provincial 
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governments will recoup one-quarter the amount of the program's 
costs at income tax time. Therefore the real price tag for 
family allowances will .bé about $1.6 billion this) eiscalsyear 
(Lee.,5, $2.2. bul lton«paid out less $560 milla omerecovered 


through the tax system). - 


The family allowance is a universal income security 
program. All families with children under 18are eligible. 
Moreover the payment is the same for every child, regardless 


of his or her family's income or wealth. 


At first glance it might seem unfair and wasteful that 
an affluent family with two children gets the same $57.04 cheque 
each month as a single mother struggling to raise two children 
on an income below the poverty line. Contrary to what many 
people believe, however, family allowances do not benefit rich 
and poor equally. Benefits are counted as taxable income by 
Revenue Canada. ’ A $50,000-a-year family with two children will 
pay back $304 of its annual $684 family allowance in income 
tax, leaving, 1t-with asnet. benefit of $380 (fore 983 sOnmethe 
other hand, a family living on $10,000 or less pays no federal 
Or provincial income tax and so keeps the full $684 in family 


allowance hene fie 


Table 2 shows net 1983 family allowances for families 
at different earnings levels. (We assume that each family is 
a one-earner couple with two children.) Because the personal 
income tax system is progressive - the proportion of income 
which an individual pays in taxes increases as his or her. 
ingome increases - the distribution “of net family allowances 
is also progressive: the higher a family's income, the lower 


ite Teal sbeneti ee. 


TABLE 2 


NET FAMILY ALLOWANCES, 
COUPLE WITH TWO CHILDREN, 
BY EARNINGS ,..1983 


Earnings Annual Benefit 


$10,000 
or less 


15,000 
20,000 
25,000 
30,000 
40,000 
50,000 


Figure 1 illustrates the pattern of net family allowance 
benefits in graph form.” The vertical axis shows the amount 
of 1982 after-tax family allowances, while the horizontal axis 
gives earnings. The curve connects net family allowance bene- 
fits to earnings level; for example, a family with two children 
and earnings of $10,000 or less kept the full amount of the 
family allowance ($646 in 1982), while a family earning $30,000 
ended up with $407 after paying income tax on its benefits. 
The downward slope of the curve indicates that the family 
allowance is a progressive program: benefits fall as incomes 


rise. 
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Chala vax Creda 


The newest federal family program, the refundable 
child tax credit, was legislated in 1978 and made its first 
payments. an 19:79). = 'The. maximum: benefit. iis. $343, for each chi-ld 
for the 1982 tax year, payable in the early months of 1983. 
The program will deliver $1.45 billion worth of credits to two 


and javhalfl, miliwon familiesiion wehalt of Live million; chiaddren, 


The child tax credit is delivered through the income 
tax system. The parent who receives the family allowance 
(usually the mother) applies for the credit by filling out a 
Simple schedule in the income tax form. If the mother works 


outside. the homesand .carns. sufficient Jincome; that her, federal 


10 


tax (before applying the credit) exceeds the value of the credit 


to which she is entitled, then her tax will be reduced by the 
amount of the credit. If, on the other hand, she earns only a 
small amount of outside income so that her federal tax is less 
than the credit, the difference will be refunded to her by the 
government. If she owes no federal tax at all - either because 
she has no taxable income or because she has already paid all 
the tax she owes through tax-withholding by her employer - she 


will be refunded the full amount of her credit entitlement. 


Like family. allowances,,.the, child tax..credit .is. paid 
on behalf of children under the age of 18. However the child 
tax credit is restricted to low and middle-income families. 
For this reason it is characterized as a selective program, as 


opposed to the family allowance which is universal. 


When a. mother applies, for the rchild tax, oredit,, she 


must indicate her 'net family income'. 'Net income' is defined 


as total income from all sources that must be reported for 
income tax purposes (employment earnings, family allowances, 
unemployment insurance, taxable capital gains, interest, 
dividends, etc.) minus certain deductions (suchas the 3” percent 
or $500 employment expense allowance, Canada Pension Plan 
contributions, unemployment insurance premiums, contributions 
to a registered pension plan, retirement savings plan or home 
ownership savings plan, union and professional dues, child care 
expenses, and moving expenses). "Family income' means the net 
income of the mother and her legal spouse; if she is single, 
separate, divorced or widowed at the end of the year, then she 


lists only her own net income. 


The’ full chitd tax credit ($343 for “each cni ld) igces to 
mothers whose net family income was $26,330 or less in 1982. 
The amount of the credit is reduced by 5 cents for every dollar 
of family income over $26,330. For a family with two children, 
this means a full $686 in benefits if net income in 1982 was 
below $26,330, a diminishing credit if income was between 
$26,330 and $40,050, and no credit at all if income exceeded 
$40,050. Table 3 gives the benefits to which families of dif- 


ferent size and income are entitled for the 1982 tax year. 


Table 4 proves that the child tax credit has turned 
out ‘to bevas progressive in practice’ as Tt “sim theory. “Nine 
out of ten families who received the child tax credit for the 
1980 tax year had incomes below the national average. Over 
ninety percent of child tax credit expenditures went to families 


with below-average incomes.** 


The chrld'“tax "credit “is “particiwlarly “important. co 


Single-parent families which, on average, have lower incomes and 


TABLE 3 


Ce Pree te ee 
BY .LNCOME,,~ 1983 


RE ie ag A a ee Ae Se eee lg 
Number of Children in the Family | 


Net Family Income di 2 3 424 

>26,330 oe cue. Eat er 

or less $343 $686 wie f0i2'9 pele 
28,000 260 603 946 Deets he) 
30,000 160 BOs 846 ine 
a2; 000 60 403 746 L089 
357°0'0-0 0 255 596 93.9 
40,000 0 3 346 689 
45,000 0 0 96 439 
50,000 0 0 0 189 


TABLE 4 


PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION.,OF ;CHILD, TAX, CREDIT FAMDILES AND 
BENEFITS, BY. INCOME, 1930 TAX WEAR 


Net Family Income Families Credit 
$0 - 22,000 Jifepetic: TPSES 
2 O00 "526.000 20.9 6.29 
28,000 and over 6 Se3 
TOTAL OO eO £00:..0 


| 


run a much higher risk of poverty than couples with children. 
(In 1980, the latest year for which complete data is available, 
48.5 percent of one-parent families headed by women and 19 
percent of those led by men were below the poverty line, com- 
pared to only 8.8 percent of couples with eh nee @ An 
estimated 80 percent of one-parent households qualified for 

the chad Stax ‘credit’ atm vast scount compared) to, 5ospercen to. 
couples. The overwhelming majority of single parents who 
receive the child tax credit have low or modest incomes; 85 per- 
cent were below $15,000 in 1980, compared to only 31 percent 

of couples. Two in ten families which get the child tax credit 


are headed by a single parent. —- 


Figures. plots therdistributzion af child) taxtercdmic 
received in 1982 in respect of the 1981 taxation venue The 
progressivity of the program shows up sharply and clearly: 
maximum benefits ($522 for two children) went to families with 
1982 earnings up to2$26,000,. atter whichi the, childutaxeercar 
angled steeply downwards to disappear once earnings reached 


just over $38,000. 


As Table 5 demonstrates, on a nationwide basis close to 
two and a half million families - 69 percent of all those with 
children under the age of 18 - receive the child tax credit. 
However) the propertrvon of child tax credit families wie sitdnic1- 
cantly higher in the Atlantic provinces (82 percent), Manitoba 
(80 percent) and Saskatchewan (76 percent). These results are 
not unexpected, since the provinces with above-average con- 
centrations of child tax credit families also have above-average 
rates of family poverty and below-average family irene ene 
The child tax credit, then, most benefits those provinces which 


need the program most. 
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TABLE 5 


CHILD. TAKS CREDIT “CIC slat iot ils, 
BY PROVINCE, L980°TAX YEAR 


| 


CTC Families as 


NOw OF Average a Percentage of 
Gre Credit All Families 
Families Per Family With Children 
Newfoundland Bil, ook $495. 83 85.13% 
Prince Edward Island ING 4S) 262352 Si24 
Nova Scotia EO Sa ow ADD a5 30.3 
New Brunswick 90,481 447.99 Silesed 
Quebec O85, 597 393.539 Fed lors 
Ontario | SiS os 2s Se Pees eMe) 66.54) 
Manitoba L177, 402 446.31 Hoa 
Saskatchewan IMG RsL ar eye) LOS a9 Z 76.4 
Alberta 194,840 41250 eyo eee: | 
British) Columbia 22 Oso BS6r195 5974 | 
Yukon 198 408.32 50.4 
Northwest Territories 54 20 By Ote.U 8 2a) 
| 
CANADA ZA er oe 408.83 Svere © 


Children's Tax Exemption 


The oldest, yet probably least familiar federal child 
benefit, is the tax exemption for dependent children. Since 
1918, taxfilers have been allowed to deduct a specified sum of 
money for each dependent child when calculating their taxable 
income. For the current (1983) tax year, the exemption is $710 
for every child under 18. In the case of two-parent families, 


the taxfiler with the higher income claims the exemption. 


The reason the children's tax exemption is often 
forgotten when discussing child benefits is that many people 
do not regard tax expenditures as government programs. Yet the 
money the children's tax exemption pays out in the form of 
reduced income tax is every bit as real as that delivered by 
direct spending programs like family allowances. And the money 
the children's tax exemption costs the federal and provincial 
treasuries in foregone tax revenue (an estimated $1.1 billion 
for the 1982 tax year) is just as real as that spent on family 


allowances. 


Where the children's tax exemption does depart radically 
from family allowances and the child tax credit is in its 
distribution of benefits. While the progressivity of the 
personal income tax system resultsS in a progresSive pattern of 
net family allowances - benefits decrease as incomes increase - 
it does exactly the opposite for the children's tax exemption, 
which is a regressive program delivering larger benefits to 
higher income families. To understand this reverse-Robin Hood 
impact of the children's tax exemption, we must look briefly 


at how. the; income, tax system, operates. 


The federal income tax system divides incomes into 13 
tax brackets. Taxable income in the lowest bracket (below $1179 
for the 1983 tax year) is taxed at a rate of 6 percent; income 
in the-next bracket ($1179.54 .tos$2353)~asptaxed atvasde percent 
rate; and so on up to the highest tax bracket in which income 
above: $141,480 .is taxed! at’ a rate of 34 Hee on With the 
exception of Quebec, which has its own progressive income tax 
system, the provinces calculate their personal income tax as 
a percentage of federal tax. Therefore the combined federal and 
provincial tax rate for eachetax bracket te liigner  eiannene 
federal rate; an Ontario taxpayer, for example, pays 8.9 percent 
of his or her income in the lowest tax bracket - 6 percent to 


the federal treasury and 2.9 percent in provincial income tax. 


The higher the tax bracket, the higher the rate at which 
income in that range is taxed. Such a ladder of tax rates is 
necessary in a progressive income tax system based on the 


principle, ofr abality-ito. pays 


Each time an individual earns an additional dollar of 
income, it goes into his or her highest tax bracket and is taxed 
at the highest applicable rate (the taxpayer's 'marginal tax 
rate'). In the same way, each time a dollar of income is 
exempted from taxation, it comes out of his or her highest tax 
bracket. A tax expenditure such as the children's tax exemption 
is worth a lot to a high-income taxpayer because it reduces the 
slice of income which is taxed at the highest rate,!and in: some 
instances moves the taxpayer down a notch into a lower tax 
bracket with a lower marginal tax rate. While a middle-income 
taxpayer also can reduce his taxable income by the same $710 
for each of his children, thestax saving that resultc: teeaeee 


because his marginal ‘tax rate is lower than that of thesat. lucene 


taxpayer. In the case of a parent whose income is already 


So low that he or she pays no income tax, the children's tax 


exemption simply does not apply. 


Take, again, the case of a one-earner couple with two 
children. The children's tax exemption lowered the 1982 taxable 
income of an affluent family with earnings of $50,000 from 
7a2,30/ to $41,467, which meant 4 $595 smaller tax Dill. (A 
middle-income family head earning $25,000 deducted the same 
e1,340 for his “two children, but obtained @ tex Savandg “of cnly 
$456 - $139 less than that of the high-income taxpayer. A low- 
income couple with two children and earnings of $10,000 got 
only $223 from the exemption. And the poorest families, earning 
$8,500 or less, did not benefit one cent from the children's 


tax exemption. 


Figure 3 shows the distribution of children's tax 
exemption benefits in 1982 for a one-earner couple with two 
Geaddven. ¢ Two features of the children's tax exemption stand 
out. The line connecting benefits to earnings curves upwards, 
illustrating that the program is regressive - the more you make, 
the more you get. Families at the low end of the income scale 
(in our example, those earning $8,500 or less) receive nothing 
at all from the children's tax exemption, indicating; that tt 
is a selective program. “However untike “the child tax.credit;, 
which excludes the affluent, the child tax exemption excludes 


the poorest families with children. 


The statistics prove that the well-off reap the lion's 
share of the rewards from the children's tax exemption, while 
low and moderate-income families get the least. Taxfilers in 
the bottom halt of the tncome scale account for only, 10 percent 


of total tax savings from the exemption, while the upper half 
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enjoy 90 percent of the benefits. In fact taxfilers in the 
top 20 percent of the income range receive over half of all 


tax savings from the children's tax exemption. 


The Roller Coaster Result 


Table 6 summarizes the key characteristics of the three 
federal programs for families with children. The family allow- 
ance is the most expensive, benefits all households with children 
(i.e., it is universal), and helps low-income families most and 
the rich the least (i.e., it is progressive). The child tax 
credit is selective in favour of low and middle-income families 
(it excludes the affluent) and has a progressive impact. The 
children's tax exemption makes no sense aS a Social program: 
it excludes the poorest families with children and delivers its 


greatest benefit to those with high incomes. 


TABLE 6 


FEDERAL CHILD BENEFITS, 1983 


Distribution 
Cost BLIgGtbe Ley Of Benerits 
CS bi ltvons) 
Net family 
allowances 1.64 universal progressive 
Shi id etasx, cred t 1.45 selective progressive 
Children's tax 
exemption 1G selective regressive 


TOTAL 4.19 


The sum total of the three child benefit programs also 
makes little sense as social policy: The progressive impact 
of family allowances and the refundable child tax credit is 
cancelled out by the help-the-rich-most effect of the children's 


tax exemption. 


The following diagram illustrates the illogical 
distribution of benefits that results when the three programs 
are added together. Like the preceding graphs, Figure 4 illus- 
trates the pattern of benefits for a one-earner couple with two 
chi ldrentne The curve matching benefits to income can best be 


described as a roller coaster. 


In 1982, the: poorest families (those with earnings 
below $8,500) received $1,168 - $646 in family allowances, $522 
from the child tax credit, iand: nothing =trom the %chitdrenzsorax 
exemption. Total benefits increase to $1,293 for a family with 
$9,000 in earnings because it benefits slightly from the child- 
ren's tax exemption and still receives the maximum family allow- 
ance and child tax-credit. The curve, continues to climb une 
earnings reach $11,000, where benefits for the three programs 
amount to $1,404. The Tine then declines to $1,353 for a famaly 
earning $12,000; it climbs slowly back up to a»peak of-$1,428 
for a family at the $24,000 mark; descends steadily until it 
bottoms out at $930 for those earning $38,000; rises again to 
$977 for a family earning $40,000; and dips to $954 for those 
between $41,000 and $50,000. 


Although the erratic distribution of federal child 
benefits is hard. to rationalize, it Ss mot difiieult sto ce. ol ue 
The poorest families receive two child benefits - family allow- 
ances and the child tax credit - at the maximum rate; they do 


not profit from the children’s tax exemption because their 
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incomes are so low they are not taxed. The majority of families 
(in our example of a couple with two children, those earning 
between $8,600 and $38,000 in 1982) are eligible for all three 
family benefits. While the amount they get from each program 

is determined by their level of income - net family allowances 
and the child tax credit decrease as incomes increase, while the 
children's tax exemption works the opposite way - the three 
benefits do not vary with income in the same direction or at the 
same rate, which means that the relationship between total bene- 


fits and earnings does not result in a smooth, regular curve. 


For example, a family earning $15,000 (more than $2,000 
below the poverty line) received $474 in net family allowances, 
$522 from the child tax; credit’ and $376 from the chiidren seca 
exemption, for a total benefit of $1,372 in 1982. A family 
earning $24,000 :- $9,000 more than the first family - ended up 
with a higher total benefit; it received a lower net family 
allowance ($454) and the same child tax credit ($522), but it 
benefited substantially more from the children's tax exemption 
($452 as Opposed ~to $376), producing a totalveniid benets teor 
$1,428 -— $56 more than the poor family. 


In our example, families earning $39,000 or more do not 
Quality for the child’ tax credit. Their major benefityre tie 
children's tax exemption, which is substantially more lucrative 
than their net family allowance; the children's tax exemption 
makes up 62 percent’ of ‘the total child benefteetor Families 
earning from $41,000 to $50,000. Bizarrely, however, families 
above $40,000 actually got more than those in the $38,000 to 
$39,000 range; the more affluent group's lower net family 
allowances were more than compensated for by its higher tax 


Savings from the children's tax exemption. 


The distribution of federal ‘child! benefits .is more 
than peculiar: it is very inequitable. Benefits are not geared 


to financial need, to the detriment of low-income families with 
children. 


An Ontario couple with two children and one earner paid 
at the minimum wage received a total child benefit of $1,168 
in 1982 - $646 in family allowances and $522 from the child tax 
credit, though it was too poor to benefit from the children's 
tax exemption - bringing its total income to $8,448. While the 
family in question fell $9,680 below the poverty line for 
Toronto, the family allowance and child tax credit provided a 
sorely-needed supplement that reduced the poverty gap by almost 
$1,200. Yet a family with earnings at the level of the average 
industrial wage (about $20,500) in 1982) ended up with a total 
Chaidde benefit? of- $1, 3:7:87— $210 more than the poor family. 

Few would question the second family's need for financial 
assistance in raising its children; after all, its total income 
of $21,378 was substantially below average family income 
(approximately $31,000 in 1982). But why should its child bene- 
fit be higher than that given to the poor family? More important 
still from the viewpoint of sensible social policy, why should 
a family living on $50,000 —seven times the earnings of the 
mimimum wage family - be allowed a $954 benefit which is only 
20" percent 1éss than” the $1,168" given the poor fanrlys Kederal 
family benefits are crucial to the” low-income family's survival: 


the atfinuent’ family S Grtt Of Close to o.,000 patently 24 Not 


THE ARGUMENTS 


Despite the existence of the three federal child 
benefits examined in: the preceding chapter, public attention 
is almost always centered on the most visible among them, the 
family allowance. Unfortunately the preoccupation with whether 
or not this program should continue to serve all families 
regardless of their income unnecessarily restricts the scope 
of public debate. A rational discussion of family allowances 
must also take into account the cost and impact of the child 
tax credit and the children's tax exemption, evaluating all three 


programs together as a social policy for families with children. 


Nevertheless it is important to understand the arguments 
that have been made for and against the universality of family 
allowances. We begin with the views of those who would change 


family allowances from a universal to a selective program. 


Repeal Universality 


Opponents of paying family allowances on a universal 
basis argue that upper-income parents do not need government 
fanancial assistance..to raise) their, children. Mailing monuny 
cheques to all families regardless of their income iS seen as a 
costly, waste, of public funds, especially in today's, tough 
economic; climate... According, to. this school of thought, , tan 
allowances should become a selective program. Better-off families 


should be excluded and benefits reserved for those who really 


need enemies 


Critics of universal family allowances differ on what 


they would do with the savings that would be realized by cutting 


affluent families out of the program. There was speculation 

last autumn that the federal Cabinet was contemplating such a 
change in order to free up funds for job creation initiatives. 
Some people believe that Canada no longer can afford social 
spending of the present magnitude; they look to belt-tightening 
cuts in universal programs such as family allowances and Old Age 
Security as one way of financing economic recovery without 
increasing the $26 billion federal deficit. Others would keep 
the money in the child benefits sector but re-direct it to lower- 


income families through the child tax credit. 


Retain Universality 


The arguments in favour of maintaining family allowances 
aS a universal program can be divided into four categories: 


social, economic, political and administrative. 


The founders of family allowances intended the program 
to serve as a tangible recognition by society of the contribution 
that all parents make in raising future citizens and members 
of the labor force. Just as the children's tax exemption had 
for decades taken into account the cost and value of child- 
rearing by easing the tax burden of taxpayers who support children, 
so also would family allowances recognize the important role that 
parents play. , Family allowances help. compensate, for the fact that 
the wage system does not make adjustment for the extra financial 
responsibilities borne by earners with dependent children. 
Supporters of universal family allowances believe that this basic 
social objective is as legitimate today as it was when the program 


began almost forty years ago. 


Even those who reject the argument that society should 


acknowledge the contribution of all parents, irrespective of 


their income, still may support the universality of family 
allowances for another reason. They regard universal programs 
such as family allowances, Old Age Security, the Canada Pension 
Plan and unemployment insurance as the indispensable and hard- 
won foundation upon which rest selective social programs geared 
to families and individuals in financial need. All Canadians, no 
matter where they live or what their income, benefit from 
universal programs at some point in their lives. Abandoning 

the principle of universality in-so prominent a benefit as family 
allowances would weaken the foundation of Canada's social 
security system. Over time, taxpayers' support for social 
spending would decline and people who have to turn to selective 


programs for financial assistance would suffer as a result. 


This argument is not so theoretical as it might seem. 
Rightly or wrongly, many middle-income Canadians feel that they 
bear more than their share of the tax burden relative to what 
they get from government in return. Universal programs such as 
family allowances and Old Age Security are among the few benefits 
that most taxpayers receive from the Social security system. 
The middle-class majority's willingness to finance improvements 
in selective social programs directed to low-income persons, 
or even to maintain such spending at its present level, could 
well decline if universal measures such as family allowances 


were dismantled. 


The retreat from universality could harm lower-income 
families in another way. Selective social programs that are 
targetted to the poor tend to stigmatize ther reciprcnce, 
setting them apart from the rest of society. Provincial social 
assistance ('welfare') is the classic example of a selective 


benefit which, according to the critics, treatseitcurecioier a. 


as second-class citizens and helps perpetuate rather than 
alleviate their problems. Universal programs, on the other 

hand, serve all Canadians who share a commonplace characteristic 
which is not related to financial need. The family allowance 
goes to all families who have children under the age of 18, Old 
Age Security to all men and women 65 and older, and unemployment 
insurance to all the unemployed. Canadians from different income 


levels share alike in these universal benefits. 


Therefore universal social programs unite Canadians 
and foster a sense of community, whereas selective benefits tend 
to divide society and to reinforce economic inequalities. It 
can be argued that the retreat from universality in so prominent 
a program as family allowances could Spread to other universal 
social benefits. A significant but often overlooked force ‘for 
community and national unity would be lost, and poor people 


would be even further isolated from the rest of society. 


Universal family allowances also have been defended on 
the grounds that they 'belong to women'. According to this 
popular argument, family allowances are the only source of income 
to which all Canadian mothers are entitled as a right. There 
aremcasesp Leven in saffluent famiiiesi;twherechusbands srefuse tte 
provide adequately for their wives and children. As long as 
matrimonial property laws deny married women an equitable share 
of their families' financial resources, it would be unreasonable 
to take away from some of them a long-standing right like family 
allowances on the assumption that their husbands! income is 


al set therrvown < 


Moreover there has been little progress in recent years 


in narrowing the economic gap between men and women, so Lt 


would make little sense to weaken further the financial 
position of women as a group. Universal family allowances are 
also wilewedras <society se recognition of sthesvalue fof tchwld-— 


raising work done by women. 


Though family allowances are primarily social in purpose, 
they also have a positive economic impact which could suffer as 
a result of a change from universality to selectivity. One of 
the reasons the family allowance was legislated in the first 
place was to stimulate consumer spending and so help prevent a 
downturn when the wartime economy returned to peacetime produc- 
tion. No matter how the family allowance cheque is spent - 
conventional wisdom says that low and middle-income families 
devote theirs to necessities, while affluent mothers often regard 
theirs as pocket money - the program pumps cash into the economy, 
which buys goods and services and, in turn, helps create and 


Sustain jobs. 


The shift from a universal to a selective basis could 
weaken family allowances’ economic stimulus, especially ata 
time when many Canadian businesses are desperate for customers. 
Re-channelling money from family allowances to job creation 
could prove a case of robbing Peter to pay Paul. Indeed more 
jobs might be lost as a result of cutting family allowances 
than would be created by sacrificing family allowance funds to 


the job creation effort. 


The argument that restricting family allowances would 
constitute a false economy is given additional weight when we 
examine the savings that, actually would. result., ) Lh,) for example, 
family allowances were denied to families whose incomes are high 


enough that they are not eligible for the child tax credit - the 


top 28 percent of families with children - gross savings for 
the 1981-82 fiscal year would have been about $560 million, 
reducing costs from $2 billion to $1.44 billion. However 

the real savings would be lower because the treasury would 

lose the amount of income tax these higher-income families pay 
on their family allowances - about $185 million. Therefore net 
Savings would have been only $375 madi o In view of the 
vast sums needed to create jobs - the New Employment Expansion 
and Development (NEED) program will provide only 120,000 jobs 
lasting.on average 30 months, at a.cost to the federal yand 
provincial governments of about $1 Eau e - and the loss of 
employment as a result of reduced consumer spending, the shift 
from universal to selective family allowances could prove to be 


a short-sighted economic policy. 


The political reasons for keeping the family allowance 
universal are straightforward enough. It is a popular program 
which benefits millions of families and children throughout the 
country. To alter the universal basis of family allowances 
would be to renege on what has been termed a ‘Social contract' 
between Canadians and the federal government. A government which 
tampered with the principle of universal payment would risk 
alienating a large segment of the electorate, and an opposition 
party which added the repeal of universal family allowances to 
its platform might lose more votes than it would gain from the 
proposal. Even if family allowances were denied to only a 
minority of well-off families, the anxiety and uncertainty 
engendered among many families with children - even those who 
would not be affected by the change - could prove a political 


tiabiilaty that might haumt'‘a politicals party at the next election, 


Finally, family allowances present some design advantages 


that would be lost if they were made selective. The best way 


to appreciate the program's administrative virtues is to 
mention a few of the difficulties that would be encountered 


if it were put on a selective footing. 


The easiest way to determine eligibility for a selective 
family allowances program would be to use income as reported 
when people fill out their income tax form; this is the technique 
used by the child tax credit. So long as income remains 
relatively stable from year to year, this method is acceptable. 
The problem is that the income tax form records income from the 
previous year. Many families experience a substantial rise or 
fall in their income from one year to another. AS a result, 
some well-off households which really should not qualify for 
selective family allowance would receive benefits anyway if their 
incomes last year were lower. Worse still, a family might suffer 
an income loss (because of unemployment, disability or the death 
of a breadwinner) but not get the family allowance it needs 


because its income the year before was too high. 


An alternative would be to test the current year's income 
so that family allowances matched present needs. Unfortunately 
it is extraordinarly difficult to devise a practicable procedure 
for gauging current income. A family's income may fluctuate 
from month to month within the same year, so there would still 
be cases of overpayment or underpayment that would have to be 
reconciled at year's end. A more frequent test of income would 
reduce the mis-match between benefit and need, but would require 
a burdensome and costly reporting system that would pose problems 


for administrators and recipients alike. 


Family allowances in their present form do not fall prey 


to these administrative snares. Overhead costs are low — lece 


than” i percent of payments. “There@is, no need for a test” or 
income because the program is universal. Actual benefits 
(i.e., family allowances less income tax paid on them) are 
reasonably responsive to need because most people pay taxes on 
a monthly basis through their pay cheques. Family allowances 
reach virtually all who qualify for them, whereas the 

takeup rate would be lower if applicants had to declare their 
income in order to qualify for benefits. Whatever a family's 
economic fortunes, it can look forward to a: predictable, 
frequent income supplement from the family allowance, delivered 


with a minimum of red tape. 


A PROPOSAL 


Any worthwhile proposal for change must consider all 
three federal programs for families with children, not just 
family allowances in isolation. We believe the reform of child 
benefits should achieve three key objectives: redistribute 
resources to families who need them most; maintain a foundation 
of universal payments for all families with children; and 


require no increase in government spending. 


The National Council of Welfare proposes a major 
restructuring of federal child benefits. The children's 
tax exemption should be abolished and the savings that result 
reallocated to increase the refundable child tax credit. Family 


allowances should remain a universal, taxable benefit. 


If the money the federal government spends on the 
children's tax exemption were redistributed to the child tax 
credit and the family income ceiling for maximum payments were 
lowered: from the current $26, 330) to S$215000) the chiara 
eredit payable in 1983 could be raised from $343 to $5/o,a.chi1d- 
Low and modest-income parents, who qualify for the maximum 


benefit, would enjoy a 68 percent boost in their child tax Credit. 


We also recommend three changes in the design of the 
child .tax credit... Theenriched child tax crediss sshoura be 
paid more than once a year. The income cut-off for the maximum 
credit should be lowered to better target benefits on families 
in financial need. And the income definition used to determine 


eligibility for the child tax credit should be: amendeaytro 


disallow deductions for registered pension plans, retirement 


Savings plans, and home ownership Savings plans. 


Children's Tax Exemption 


The case for eliminating the children's tax exemption 
is unassailable. It costs over $1 billion and delivers its 
greatest benefits to well-off families who do not need govern- 
ment financial assistance, while excluding the poorest Canadian 


families with children. 


The child tax credit, in contrast, delivers its maximum 
payment to families with below-average incomes, provides smaller 
benefits to middle-income families, and excludes the affluent. 
Diverting funds from the regressive children's tax exemption to 
the progressive child tax credit will redistribute benefits from 
upper-income families who least need a subsidy to poor families 
who need all the financial help they can get in raising their 


children. 


Coa ld Tax Creare 


At the present time the child tax credit is paid once 
a year in a lump sum. Many families, particularly those with 
limited incomes, welcome the annual payment as a way of 
financing major purchases that their normal budgets are hard 
pressed to allow. Others have argued that the child tax 
credit should be delivered more frequently throughout the year, 
so that the money could be used to help pay for routine items 


such as food, utilities and clothing. 


Our proposal will result in a substantial boost 
in the child ‘taxecred tired PAY with cwoOrmchi or echean aes 
1982 income below $21,000 would receive $1,150 this year as 
opposed to $686 under the existing program; an extra child would 
bring the total to a sizeable $1, 725 Pe Werbeitevertia -omiies 
would benefit more if they got the enriched child tax credit 
several times a year, especially since the installments still 
would amount to considerable payments. Parents who need a child 
bonus more than once a year now would have it, while those who 
want to save up their installments to pay for large purchases 


or accumulate savings would be free to do so. 


Therefore we recommend that the enriched child tax 
credit be paid more than once a year. One option worth consider- 
ing would be to divide the credit into three installments - the 
first in the spring, the second in late summer just before school 


begins, and the third before Christmas. 


The child tax credit is geared to low and moderate-income 
families. Full benefits this year go to families whose income 
in 1982 was $26,330 or less: the credit) 1s reduced bys icenes 
for every dollar of income above $26,330. However a ceiling 
as high as $26,330 means that some relatively well-off families 
Still qualify for a partial benefit. For example, a taxpayer 
Supporting a spouse and two children on 1982 earnings of 
$35,000 - $15,000 above the average industrial wage - will receive 


a child tax credit of $253 this year under the current program. 


Lowering the income threshold for maximum benefits will 
better target the child tax credit on, families, that need 1t 1) ewe 
recommend that the ceiling be reduced from $26,330 (which 
represents about 85 percent of average family income) to $21,000, 


which is approximately two-thirds of average family income 


and 1.16 times the poverty line for a family or our  Warcy 

a $21,000 turnover point, the child tax credit would provide 

its maximum benefit to poor and near-poor families with children 
and diminishing payments to middle-income households. The 
enriched child tax credit should remain fully indexed to the 


cost of living as measured by the Consumer Price Index. 


the: income definition used’ to -determine eligibi laty-4tor 
the child tax credit also should be improved. At the’ present 
time, an applicant is allowed to deduct contributions she and 
her spouse make to registered pension plans, retirement savings 
plans and home ownership savings plans when calculating net 
family income. As a result, a family whose real income is too 
high to qualify for any child tax credit may end up receiving 
a benefit if (as is likely) it manages to reduce its income 
sufficiently by deducting contributions to RRSPs, RHOSPs and 
private pension plans. Similarly, a family may receive the maxi- 
mum amount of the child tax credit when - if such deductions were 


not allowed - it would get only a partial benefit. 


This problem can be illustrated using the example of 
a one-earner couple with two children and earnings of $41,000 
in 1982. Suppose that the breadwinner contributed $2,500 to a 
redistered pension plan, $1,000 to-a retirement savings plan 
and $1,000 to a home ownership savings plan. (These assumptions 
are realistic, since higher-income Canadians are in a better 
financial position to take advantage of such tax-reducing savings 
and investment vehicles). If the child tax credit did not permit 
the deduction of contributions to private pension plans, RRSPs, 
and RHOSPs, the family in question would not qualify for any 
benefits. However the existing 'net family income' definition 


does allow these contributions to be deducted, which means that 


the family can reduce its income for child tax credit purposes 
by $4,500 and thereby qualify for a benefit of $199. 


A simple change in the income tax schedule so that the 
income definition no longer permitted the deduction of contri- 
butions to registered pension plans, RRSPS and RHOSPs would plug 
this wasteful leak of child tax credit money to affluent 
families. The savings that result should be used to help increase 


child tax credit payments to low and modest-income families. 


Family Allowances 


We see no compelling reason at the present time to change 
the family allowance program. The taxability of family allow- 
ances ensures that they benefit poor Canadians most and the 
affluent the least. From an equity point of view, it makes far 
more sense to cut the regressive children's tax exemption rather 
than tamper with the progressive family allowance. Moreover our 
proposal for a restructured child benefit system will substan- 
tially reduce payments to upper-income families; for example, 


those earning $50,000 will have their benefits cut by 60 percent. 


There is also a strong case to be made for the principle 
of universality. The arguments are summarized below; the 
reader should refer back to the previous chapter for an elabora— 


tion of them, 


Universal family allowances recognize the value our 
society places on child-rearing. They constitute a modest but 
Significant source of independent income for mothers, especially 
for those who work full-time in the home; ending universal 


payment of family allowances would simply widen the economic gap 


that persists between men and women. By stimulating consumer 
spending, family allowances help create and sustain employment; 
more jobs might be lost than gained if funds were diverted 

from family allowances to direct job creation schemes that 
provide only temporary work. In any event, the Savings realized 
by disqualifying upper-income families from family allowances 


would not be large enough to make a perceptible dent on 


unemployment. 


The most compelling argument in favor of universal 
family allowances is the role they play as part of the foundation 
of Canada's social security system. All Canadians, no matter what 
their economic status, benefit at some point in their lives from 
universal measures such as family allowances, old age pensions 
and medicare, whereas only -a minority have to turn to selective 
programs and services aimed at those in financial need. Universal 
benefits help legitimize the social security system in the eyes 
of the Canadian people, winning taxpayers' support for social 
spending directed to low-income citizens. The abandonment of 
universal family allowances would threaten other universal pro- 
grams and, in time, weaken public support for necessary improve- 
ments to selective programs designed for those in need. In the 


end, poor people could Tose most from a retreat from universality. 


The Benefits of Reform 


The Council's proposal will maintain a universal system 
of federal child benefits, but it will be much more progressive 
than the one it replaces. The following table compares what 
two-parent families with two children received from the existing 
programs in 1982 with what they would get in 1983 under a 


restructured system. 
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TABLE 7 


BENEFITS FOR FAMILIES WITH TWO CHILDREN 
FROM EXISTING SYSTEM (1982) COMPARED TO 
RESTRUCTURED SYSTEM (1983.7) bY (BARNINGS 


Restructured 


Existing System System 

Earnings Sr 19382 3 3 Difference 
$8,000 

or less ci os Silene $666 
125000 esos Tyoo2 309 
157000 ibe ye 1,646 274 
20,000 L378 ba oye js IASG) 
PAS OOM) 1,404 498 94 
307-000 ; ZENG 17245 -43 
35,000 1,064 1,008 oo 
40,000 aet TAS -204 
45,000 954 487 —167 
50,000 954 381 easy f/ 3) 


As Table 7 shows, the poorest families would enjoy a 
badly-needed $666 boost in combined benefits from the enriched 


child tax credit and family allowances. Other low and modest- 


income families also would realize substantial gains as a result 
of the reform. Families earning $28,000 or more would experience 
a reduction of benefits, though the loss would increase as 


earnings rose. Those in the top earnings bracket covered by the 


table - $48,000 to $50,000 - would receive $573 less from the 
22 


restructured system. 
Figure 5 illustrates the change our proposal would make 
in eae; distribution of child benefits. “The dotted line relates 
benefits to earnings under the existing programs - family allow- 
ances,| the child tax credit and the children's tax exemption - 
for 1982. The solid line shows the pattern of benefits in 1983 
that would result from a restructured system comprised of an 


enriched child tax credit and the family allowance. 


The roller coaster line produced by the existing 
system, in which benefits bear no rational relation to earnings, 
would be replaced by a smooth, descending curve indicating a 
progressive system which gears benefits to need. All families 
would continue to receive some payment in respect of their 
children, but the poor and near-poor would get substantially 


more and the affluent much less. 


Our proposal will accomplish more than an equitable 
system of child benefits. It also will strengthen the federal 


government's fight against both poverty and unemployment. 


Canada achieved considerable progress in reducing the 
risk of family poverty during the "sixties and ‘seventies. 
In 1969, one in five (20.8 percent) families lived below the 
poverty line. By 1981, the proportion of} poor families had 


declined to one in eight (12.5 percent) 


This improvement is due in part to the increase in 
two-earner families. Two wives in three are now in the labor 


force. Obviously families that have two breadwinners are better 
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off than if they had only one earner; even if one spouse becomes 
unemployed, the family still can count on his or her unemployment 
insurance payments to bolster the working spouse's paycheque. 

In fact there would be 55 percent more couples living in poverty 


if wives did not have jobs in the paid work force. 


Advances in income security policy also have helped 
lower the risk of poverty and supplement the income of families. 
Federal child benefits have played an important role in this 
regard. Family allowances were tripled in 1974 and indexed to 
the cost+«of living.»*'Therefuridable child :tax) credityin- 1978 
added a promising new program geared to lower-income families 


with children. 


With the current recession threatening to slow if not 
reverse the long-term trend of declining family poverty, now 
is the time to take the reform of federal child benefits another 
large step forward. Eliminating the children's tax exemption 
and boosting the child tax credit will reduce the number of 
children living in poverty and improve the incomes of poor and 
near-poor families throughout Canada. The rapidly rising number 
of single mothers, almost half of whom live below the poverty 


line, will especially benefit from our proposals.i-> 


A restructured system of child benefits will also help 
ease the effects of unemployment. In December 1982 there were 
more than) @ million families: (o,r24, 000) twitth at least one 
earner out of work; the large majority of these families - 

Bo0., 000, or three in every four - have children to support. 
Our reforms will supplement the incomes of thousands of parents 
sonfronted with straitened finances as a result of prolonged 


unemployment. 


The poor and the unemployed will profit from the reform 
of child’ benefits: so-also will) the, economy:) | The Counciseis 
proposal will increase the disposable income of low and moderate- 
income families with children. Not only will this extra money 
help stretch their limited budgets, but it also will stimulate 
consumer spending which, at a time when Canadian businesses are 


eager for customers, will contribute to economic recovery. 


The proposed reform of federal child benefit programs 
offers one additional advantage. The restructured system will 
not add one cent to government spending because it will be 
financed through a reallocation of existing resources. For the 
Same amount of money more wisely spent, the federal government 
will achieve an equitable child benefit system that combats 
poverty, eases the burden of unemployment and creates jobs. 


Our proposal is as fiscally responsible as it is socially just. 


FOOTNOTES 
Guest, Dennis. ‘The Emergence of Social Security in Canada 
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considerable opposition and was not implemented. 
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Income Security Programs Branch. Monthly Statistics: 

Income Security Programs (Ottawa: Wheaten ano wwelpare canada , 
December 1982), p. 15. The percentages shown in the last 
column were calculated on the basis of family allowance 

data, fromthe June -L98ih tediation of Month lives tabustics: 
Income Security Programs (accounts payable to child mainten- 
ance agencies excluded) and statistics on the number of 
families in each province from the 1981 Census; see 
Statistics Canada, Census families in private households: 
Persons, children at home, structure and type, living 
arrangements (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services 
Canada, September 1982), Table l. 


Por a. discussion of this issue, .seeuNational ,Counciison 
Welfare, The June 1982 Budget and Social Policy (Ottawa: 
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The federal share of tax revenues from family allowances 
is $400 million and the provinces will receive $160 million. 


nO 


des 


1 


Lo. 


For income tax purposes, family allowances are treated 

as income of the parent who claims the children's tax 
exemption. If the latter is not claimed, family allowances 
are considered as income of the person to whom they are 

paid. Quebec taxes neither federal family allowances payable 
in Quebec nor Quebec Family Allowances, though the federal 
government does tax federal family allowances payable in 
Quebec as well as Quebec Family Allowances paid on behalf 

Of 6 .anGugal Vear-OLas. 


We assume the following: taxpayers are aged under 65 and 
have a spouse and two children under 18; the taxpayer is 

the sole earner of the family; family allowance payments, 

at the 1983 rate, are added to earned income in calculating 
tax liability; the basic personal exemption, married 
exemption, exemption for wholly dependent children, $100 
standard deduction, employment expense deduction and 
deductions for Canada or Quebec Pension Plan and Unemployment 
Insurance contributions are taken into account. All figures 
are for the 1983 taxation year. These assumptions also 
applyitorslablerZ. 


The same assumptions as above apply for Figure 1 except 
that all tax calculations “are: for “the 1982 “taxation weansand 
family allowances are at the 1982 rate. 


The maximum child tax credit of $343 includes a special 
one-time $50 increase to compensate for the effects of the 

6 and 5 program on the indexation of family allowances 

for 1983 and. 1984. See National Council of Welfare, The 
June 1982 Budget and Social Policy (Ottawa: July 1982).— 
Estimated child tax credit expenditures for the 1982 taxa- 
tion year include $250 million for the special $50 increase. 


Calculations performed by the National Council of Welfare 

are based on data from Revenue Canada, Taxation, 1982 
Taxation Statistics (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services 
Canada, 1982), Table 17. Average family income in 1980 

(the «year to which the child tax credit statistics ‘apply) 

was $27,398. 


Statistics Canada. Income. distributions by size in 
Canada 1980 (Ottawa: -Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 
June -TOS2 eto. LAl 


Revenue Canada, Taxation. 1982 Taxation Statistics 
(Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 1982), 
Table 17. 
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Ae} keep Figure 2 consistent with the other graphs, we show 
the child tax credit received in 1982, based on the 1981 
taxation year. Since the industrial composite wage 

for 1982 was an estimated 113 higher than in 1981, we assume 
that the families in Figure 2 had 1981 earnings 11% lower 
Lian pues 1982 earnings shown, on the Mart 7omua late 


Child tax credit data are from Revenue Canada,“ Yaxeaeion, 
1982 Taxation Statistics (Ottawa: Minister of Supply, and 
eernvaces Canada. 19827)) Table ioe AL tam Goes wine 
children" are families receiving family allowances, from 
Income Security Programs Branch, Monthly Statistics: Income 
Security Programs (Ottawa: Health and Welfare Canada, 


becember "19.8.0)):79 Ob. “Lo. 


The government does not tax the first few dollars of income; 
this income (below the tax-paying threshold) falls into 

a 2er0O tax bracket. For the 1983staxationpvear,, the tax 
rates and brackets are as follows: 


6% under ($770179):7icb6S. (SLL 2292 358) Sabisecs soe — 
PA LG) st c18 Se (P4576 J $7 07 4: al OS StS O74 Onl 57 WO) = 
ZOOS GSED, 790 i516 7506)) 2357(Sb6 SOG Sree ee? 2): 
25% ($21,222 -6$25),193.8) > “25 Sr 625, 4935 ago 8o 0 | 2p 
BOs 2 CS85,012 — $56.592) > SAS ($56,502) — tl, 207) 
34% ($91,962 - $141,480); 34% ($141,480 and more). 


See footnote 9 for assumptions. 


Figure 4 shows combined benefits from family allowances, 
the child tax credit and the children's tax exemption 
received in 1982, based on the assumptions underlying 
Figures: 1, through 3. 


The conventional approach would be to apply a test of income. 
An alternative method, which would maintain the appearance 
of universality, would be to continue universal payment but 
subject benefits to a surtax. In effect, in most upper 
income families the wife would receive a family allowance 
cheque each month but her husband would pay back the money 
at income tax time. For an incisive discussion of this 
proposal and other aspects of income security programs, 

see Michael Mendelson, Universal or Selective? the debate 
on reforming income security in Canada (Toronto: Ontario 
Economic Council, 1981), especially pp. 62-67. 


The figures comes from the Canadian Council on Social 
Development, as reported by Charlotte Montgomery, "Don't 
cut baby bonus: council", The Globe and Mail (Toronto) , 
November 10, 1982. 
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Taxation data show that the large majority (84 percent) 

of taxfilers who received family allowances during the 

1980 tax year had incomes below $30,000, and they accounted 
for 82 percent of total payments. Only 16 percent of 
taxfilers who received the family allowance enjoyed incomes 
over $30,000. See Revenue Canada, Taxation, 1982 Taxation 


Statistics, Tables. 


Beltrame, Julian. "Government job creation -- billion- 
dollar fiop?” | The, Citizen (Ottawa jo. Februar yers. boos. 
Estimates of the number of jobs that will be created by 

the NEED program range from 80,000 to 120,000, which pale 
in comparison to the number of Canadians officially classed 
as unemployed - 1,598,000 as of January 1983. 


The 1983 statistics in Table 7 and Figure 5 assume that 1982 
earnings, for child tax credit purposes, were 6 percent less 
than) Garnings: inss9co- 


Single-parent families in Canada rose from 559,330 in 1976 
to 714,005 in 1981 - a 28 percent increase, in contrast 

to 8.5 percent for couples. See Statistics Canada, "Canada 
Update from the 1981 Census", number 3. 
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National Council of Welfare 
Brooke Claxton Building 
Ottawa KI1A OK9 


Director: Ken Battle 


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE 


The National Council of Welfare was established by 
the Government Organization Act, 1969 as a citizens' advisory 
body to the Minister of National Health and Welfare. Its 
mandate is to advise the Minister on matters pertaining to 
welfare. 


The Council consists of 21 members, drawn from across 
Canada and appointed by the Governor-in-Council. All are 
private citizens and serve in their personal capacities rather 
than as representatives of organizations or agencies. The 
membership of the Council includes past and present welfare 
recipients, public housing tenants and other low-income citizens, 
as well as lawyers, professors, social workers and others 
involved in voluntary service associations, private welfare 
agencies, and social work education. 


Reports by the National Council of Welfare have dealt 
with income security, taxation, the working poor, children in 
poverty, Single-parent families, social employment, social 
services, community organization, nutrition, legal aid/legal 
services, low-income consumers, poor people's groups and poverty 
coverage in the press. | 


On peut se procurer des exemplaires en 

fran¢gais de toutes les publications du 

Conseil national du bien-étre social, 

en s'adressant au Conseil national du 

bien-é€tre social, Immeuble Brooke Claxton, 
OTTAWA K1A OK9 


